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Recent technological developments and the increased use of internet-based applications 
have resulted in the emergence of so-called video résumés. This chapter first presents the 
characteristics of video résumés as a selection instrument by comparing the instrument with 
other, related selection tools, like the job interview. The chapter proceeds with a review of 
existing research on video résumés and ends with an agenda for future research. 
 





The introduction of personal computers in the nineteen eighties marked the onset of 
developments in computerized testing (Oostrom, 2010; Sands, Waters, & McBride, 1997). In the 
nineteen nineties the use of internet started to spread. This development and the technological 
advancements in personal computers opened to door to the use of multimedia in selection 
procedures (Oostrom, 2010), such as video résumés (Doyle, 2010; Hiemstra, Derous, Serlie, & 
Born, 2012; Gissel, Thompson, & Pond, 2013). Video résumés have been described as short 
video-taped messages in which applicants present themselves to potential employers on 
requested knowledge, skills, abilities, and other characteristics, such as motivation and career 
objectives (Hiemstra et al., 2012). Typically, video résumés are uploaded to the internet for 
potential employers to review (Doyle, 2010). Although the format of video résumés can vary 
(e.g., structure, multimedia usage), the common denominator is that auditory and visual 
information of the applicant is introduced in a short video clip (about 1 to 2 minutes), during the 
earliest screening phase, and in an asynchronous manner (i.e., the employer views the application 
at a later point in time). These characteristics differentiate the video résumé from a real-time, 
video-supported interview (e.g., via Skype).  
Résumés are widely used for initial screening, but still little is known about new résumé 
formats, like video résumés. With the increased use of multimedia applications, such as video 
résumés, questions arise on their validity, fairness and acceptability. This chapter describes the 
characteristics of video résumés, followed by a review on what is currently known about video 
résumés and an agenda for future research. The next paragraph describes the characteristics of 
video résumés by means of a comparison with job interviews, being another popular and widely 
used screening method. Résumé-screening and interview-screening are typically considered as 




two different selection tools that are discussed separately in the literature (e.g., Guion, 2011). 
Multimedia applications, like the opportunity to post videotaped résumés on the internet, may 
have altered the nature of résumé-screening and may have made résumé -screening in some 
aspects more comparable to face-to-face job interviews. Findings from the interview literature 
can help improve our understanding of the benefits and disadvantages of video résumés as a 
selection tool. Although video résumés and job interviews share some characteristics, they are 
not simply exchangeable. We aim to set the stage here by explaining the similarities and 
differences between video résumés and job interviews, thereby defining the video résumé as a 
selection instrument.  
Setting the stage: Characteristics of video résumés vis-à-vis job interviews 
Arthur and Villado (2008) argue that one should distinguish comparisons made between 
predictor constructs (e.g., personality versus  cognitive ability) from comparisons made between 
predictor methods (e.g., video résumés versus job interviews). This chapter focuses on the latter. 
However, without a clear construct-oriented approach, selection tools may be used in a rather 
intuitive way. For instance, interviews may merely serve the purpose of checking whether there 
is a ‘click’ between interviewer and interviewee. Without a clear construct-oriented approach, 
video résumés may also result in invalid impression about job candidates. Critics may add that a 
construct-oriented approach is not feasible for video résumés, contrary to structured interviews. 
After all, video résumés are self-presentational in nature, like paper résumés. But this can be 
refuted in the sense that requirements can be set by the hiring organization on the contents of the 
video résumé. We believe that the validity and reliability of constructs measured by video 
résumés can be improved in the same way that the validity and reliability of interviews can be 




improved: Through various ways of structuration of the content and the raters’ evaluation of the 
applicant (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997). 
Having said that about the importance of distinguishing between constructs and methods, 
five comparable aspects are put forward here to compare video résumés and interviews as two 
methods for selection. Video résumés and job interviews can both be considered as general 
denominators for tools that vary in their goal and content (type of information exchanged), 
format (kind of communication code, administration duration, number of actors involved, 
direction of communication, degree of surveillance), standardization/structure (whether 
standardized procedures are maintained across applicants and whether tools are structured), 
administration medium (whether the information carrier is analogues or digital in nature), and 
interactivity (whether the tool allows for reciprocal information exchange and is (a)synchronous 
in nature). Next, we will investigate these five basic features of tools for the video résumé, 
followed by the job interview. This chapter will not present an in-depth analysis of interview 
characteristics (the interested reader can find recent, more extensive reviews in Dipboye & 
Johnson, 2013; Levashina, Hartwell, Morgeson, & Campion, 2013; Macan, 2009). Instead, we 
will discuss the five, abovementioned characteristics to compare video résumés to job interviews, 
thereby defining video résumés. 
First, the goal and content of video résumés is to present personal information to 
potential employers. Video résumés typically include important educational and professional 
background information such as academic background, work experience, and extracurricular 
activities, comparable to paper résumés (Cole, Rubin, Feild, & Giles, 2007; Hiemstra et al., 
2012). In addition to bio data information, one’s motivation to apply can be elucidated and 
relevant skills and knowledge can be presented, like software skills or communication skills. 




This information can be presented either in a generic form (such as a résumé that is posted on a 
recruitment website), or can be tailored to fit a specific job profile that highlights specific skills 
as requested by the hiring organization (e.g., a résumé for a specific job).  
Second, video résumés may vary widely in format characteristics because of new 
opportunities that arise with the use of multimedia. The format of video résumés may range from 
verbal description of skills and accomplishments to a format in which a predefined set of 
questions are answered and/or requested work samples that demonstrate job relevant skills (e.g., 
for a ballet audition; Hamilton, 1998). Although there is no golden standard as to the length of 
the video résumé, video résumés are typically very short ( i.e., lasting about one to two minutes; 
like an ‘ elevator pitch’). 
Third, standardization, or the degree that standardized procedures are maintained across 
all applicants/video résumés, may differ considerably. For instance, employers may offer 
applicants a free choice to use video résumés or not when applying. Additionally, employers may 
use a highly structured approach when they request all applicants to apply with a video résumé. 
That is, the video résumé format can be more or less structured depending on whether applicants 
have to present specific information that is job related (Guion, 2011). That is, the video résumé 
format can be more or less structured depending on whether applicants have to present the same 
type and amount of job related information to potential employers and whether employers use a 
scoring protocol and numerical rating scales to evaluate video résumés, just like the structured 
interview (Campion et al., 1997; Guion, 2011). For instance, to apply for the YouTube 
Symphony Orchestra, musicians were requested by the YouTube organization and the London 
Symphony Orchestra, to perform several preset audition pieces in a video résumé. Therefore, a 
structured video résumé will usually be standardized but the reverse is not necessarily the case. 




As mentioned, when content requirements are lacking, the self-presentational nature of video 
résumés as initiated by the job applicant may result in a high variation of the amount, type and 
degree of job relevant information (Gissel et al., 2013). As with the individualized structured 
interview, the structure of video résumés might be unique for each candidate, specifically so 
when initiated by the job applicant. Thus, the use of video résumés can be standardized (e.g., 
when all applicants use video résumés) but unstructured (i.e., when some video résumés target 
the job requirements more than others). However, when employers request applicants to present 
certain job-related skills in the video résumé (as for the YouTube Symphony Orchestra), the 
video résumés will be highly structured and standardized.  
Fourth, the administration medium of video résumés is digital (e.g., web-based) whereas 
interviews can be both face-to-face, via phone or via the internet. Finally, and as consequence, 
the interactivity of video résumés is limited, meaning that the pace of feedback exchange is 
rather low. Video résumés are posted and can be consulted at anytime from anywhere. 
Furthermore, communication is one-way directed (from the applicant to the recruiter). Other than 
with interviews or instant messaging through the internet, video-résumés are thus a-synchronous 
in nature.  
As will be further illustrated, job interviews may vary along the five aspects that were 
discussed here for video résumés. First, the content of job interviews may depend on the 
particular goal of the interview. Overall, four goals are distinguished in job interviews: 
information exchange between interviewer and interviewee, assessment of interviewees by 
interviewers, establishing personal contact between interviewers and interviewees, and providing 
a realistic job preview to interviewees (Lievens, 2011). That is, the interview allows interviewers 
to retrieve information about applicants’ competencies in order to assess person-job fit. This 




face-to-face (or synchronous) encounter also allows interviewers to present the job and 
organization as well as to establish a relationship with the applicant (Dipboye & Johnson, 2013), 
which is not the case in video résumé applications. Second, the interview format is determined 
by factors such as interview duration, number of interviewers, or applied interview medium (e.g., 
videoconferencing or telephone interview). Third, the interview typically consists of three stages 
namely a rapport building, information exchange, and evaluation stage. The degree of 
standardization and structuration are largely determined by the level of structure in interview 
questions and evaluation forms, ranging from unstructured to highly structured (e.g., behavioral 
interviews), as well as the use of standard procedures across all interviews (see Table 1). Further, 
the administration medium of the classical face-to-face interview is analogues in nature, but 
current technological developments and globalization have opened the door to telephone and 
web based interviews (Bauer, Truxillo, Paronto, & Weekley, 2004; Dipboye & Johnson, 2013). 
Finally, as mentioned above, the interactivity in interviews is high as they are synchronous in 
nature, unlike video résumés. The duration of interviews is also much longer than video résumés 
(with a typical interview lasting about 30 minutes; e.g., Dipboye & Johnson, 2013), thus 
allowing for more interaction between the applicant and the recruiter. 
At least two facets make video-résumés resemble the traditional interview. First, much 
like the traditional job interview, video résumés enable to transmit more dynamic information, 
including both visual/non-verbal and auditory/verbal information (Potosky, 2008), in the earliest 
screening stage. Second, like the job interview, video-résumés are self-reports that enable the 
applicant to actually tell about knowledge, skills, and abilities to the recruiter instead of merely 
presenting biographic information such as in paper résumés (Hiemstra et al., 2012). Depending 
on the degree of construct-oriented formalization (i.e., job requirements), the information 




exchanged through video résumés resembles more or less that of the traditional job interview 
(although a-synchronous) compared to the paper résumé. That is, in addition to bio data 
information, applicants can elucidate their motivation to apply and present relevant skills and 
knowledge. Typically, this information is tailored to fit a specific job profile.  
Yet, despite these two similarities in dynamic information exchange and opportunity to 
demonstrate one’s potential, still notable differences exist between both tools that might affect 
their validity and fairness. First, both the content and form of video résumés are typically 
structured by the applicant with a limited amount of time allotted to impress the recruiter, 
whereas the job interview is typically longer and structured by the recruiter (to a more or lesser 
extent). Secondly, video résumés are a-synchronous in nature, thereby restricting the real-time 
two-way interaction/communication exchange between the applicant and the recruiter, whereas 
face-to-face interviews are synchronous in nature. Finally, and although the length of the job 
interview may vary considerably, there is typically more opportunity for applicants to adjust 
their behavior to the particular situation (e.g., what recruiters ask and how they react also in a 
non-verbal way) compared to video résumés. As a result, video résumés may restrict the amount 
of personalized/individuating information exchange about candidates as well as subtle 
impression management and adaptation from the part of the applicant when compared to more 
traditional face-to-face encounters in the job interview setting (e.g., Bangerter, Roulin, & König, 
2012). 
-Table 1 about here - 
Review of video résumé research: what we know about video résumés 
Exact numbers on the frequency of use of video résumés in current selection practices is 
still lacking. A study in 2009 among 176 HR-professionals at medium- and small sized 




enterprises in the Netherlands showed that 70% was aware of the existence of video résumés. 
But only 8% actually used the video résumé, whereas about 40% was willing to consider it 
(Hiemstra, 2013). But, as with traditional résumés, popular media coverage on video résumés in 
conventional written media sources and on the internet is abundant (Gissel et al., 2013). As 
described in Gissel et al. (2013), both practitioners and researchers gain interest in video 
résumés. For instance, in 2012 one of the first symposia on video résumés was organized at the 
27th Annual Conference of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology (Derous, 
Buijsrogge, Gissel, Schmitt, Thompson, Hiemstra, et al., 2012). 
Before that date, scholarly publications on the topic were scarce, however, e.g., as 
indicated by the limited amount of hits (three) on Web of Science after a search in 2012 (Derous, 
Taveirne, & Hiemstra, 2012). The three publications in Web of Science furthermore dated from 
the nineteen eighties and nineties (Hamilton, 1998; Kelly & O’Brien, 1992; Warshawski, 1987). 
The publications by Hamilton (1998) and Warshawski (1987) were about dance auditions 
through videotaped applications. For dancers and musicians it has been common practice for a 
longer period of time to send in tapes for audition. A recent example is the YouTube orchestra, 
for which musicians auditioned online by uploading a tape of their performance on YouTube 
(YouTube Symphonic Orchestra, 2011). Kelly and O’Brien (1992) used the video résumé to 
teach job search skills to deaf students, helping them to present themselves to potential 
employers. Light (1993) also described the development of video résumés for persons with 
disabilities. One of the first scientific publications of video résumés for ‘mainstream’ applicants 
seems to stem from 1993 (Rolls & Strenkowski, 1993), in a pilot among education students. The 
authors stated that the distribution of video résumés may supply prospective employers with 
additional nonverbal and interpersonal information that can benefit all stakeholders.  




More recently, the increased use of internet and social media is starting to find its 
reflection in recruitment practices (Roth, Bobko, Van Iddekinge, & Thatcher, 2013; Stoughton, 
Thompson, & Meade, 2014), also with video résumés. For instance, in 2009 a worldwide 
recruitment program was launched by the Queensland Tourist Board in Australia, inviting 
applicants to send a 60 seconds video message to demonstrate their suitability for a marketing 
job. An impressive number of 34.000 applicants from around the world responded to this call 
(Queensland Tourist Board Australia, 2009). More and more examples exist of actual selection 
procedures in which applicants are invited to apply through a video résumé, both in Europe and 
in the United States (Hiemstra, Oostrom, Derous, Serlie, & Born, 2012; Silverman, 2012). 
Additionally, a growing number of companies are offering services that range from online 
hosting of video résumés in search databases for recruiters to the full production of résumés for 
applicants (Gissel et al., 2013).  
As developments are moving fast, we conducted a new search of Web of Science and of 
conference proceedings in December 2013. This resulted in six recent scientific studies that 
specifically target video résumés (Derous et al., 2012; Gissel et al., 2013; Hiemstra et al., 2012; 
Hiemstra et al., 2012; Waung, Hymes, Beatty, & McAuslan, 2012; Waung, Beatty, Hymes, & 
McAuslan, 2010). The studies by Gissel et al. (2013) and Hiemstra et al. (2012) focused on the 
applicants’ perspective. Specifically, these authors studied applicants’ intentions to apply with a 
video résumé and applicants’ fairness perceptions of video résumés. The studies by Derous et al. 
(2012) and Waung et al. (2010; 2012) focused more on the tool/recruiters’ side, namely 
judgmental accuracy and potential biases. Each of these studies will be discussed here. 
Gissel and colleagues (2013) studied video résumés from the applicants’ perspective. 
They researched in a lab-experiment among 154 students why some potential job seekers may 




choose to submit a video résumé, while others may not. The researchers used Ajzen’s (1991) 
theory of planned behavior as a theoretical framework to assess applicant intentions to apply 
with a video résumé. The study showed support for the theory of planned behavior in intentions 
to create a video résumé among entry-level applicants (student participants): A positive attitude 
toward video résumés, applicants’ perceived social pressure to submit video résumés (i.e., social 
norms), and their self-assessed ability to create/submit video résumés (i.e., perceived behavioral 
control) all related positively to applicants’ intentions to submit video résumés to prospective 
employers. Attitudes and subjective norms were especially important factors when compared to 
perceived behavioral control.  
Hiemstra et al. (2012) also investigated video résumés from the applicant perspective in a 
study among 445 unemployed job seekers (both ethnic minorities and majorities) who were 
enrolled in a subsidized training by the Dutch government, which resulted in a personal video 
résumé (Hiemstra et al., 2012). In a second study, they investigated 103 higher educated 
applicants for a legislative traineeship position who were obliged by the hiring organization to 
submit a videotaped application (Hiemstra et al., 2012). The Hiemstra et al. papers differ from 
the Gissel et al. (2013) paper in that they assessed actual applicants’ fairness perceptions of video 
résumés, compared to paper résumés. The study among the unemployed job seekers showed that, 
despite potential discriminatory concerns, ethnic minority applicants perceived the fairness of 
video résumés equally or more positively when compared to ethnic majority applicants, and 
when compared to paper résumés. Furthermore, language proficiency was a significant 
moderator: Higher proficiency of the host country language (Dutch) was related to higher 
fairness perceptions of paper résumés. The implication was suggested that applicants with a 
relatively weak labour market position (e.g., those low on host country language skills, ethnic 




minority applicants) may prefer a more personalized way of applying, (video résumé), instead of 
less personalized ways (e.g., with paper résumés).  
Contrary to the findings among the unemployed job seekers, the highly educated 
traineeship applicants in the second study (Hiemstra et al., 2012) preferred paper résumés over 
video résumés in terms of fairness and procedural justice (1.59 < d < 2.18). This study also 
explored the role of applicants’ personality and cognitive ability in explaining their preferences 
for paper versus video résumés: Extraverted applicants perceived more opportunity to perform 
with video résumés compared to introverted applicants. Extraversion was also positively related 
to face validity perceptions of video résumés. Cognitive ability, on the other hand, related 
negatively to videotaped application fairness perceptions. The negative finding on cognitive 
ability pertains to the idea that video résumés may be preferred by applicants with a weaker labor 
market position (e.g., those with lower GMA or educational level, such as the unemployed job 
seekers in the Hiemstra et al study). 
To summarize, the three available studies on the applicants’ perspective showed 
individual differences in intentions to submit a video résumé, which seemed to be especially 
related to applicants’ attitudes towards video résumés and the perceived social pressure to apply 
with a video résumé (subjective norm). Also mixed findings in fairness perceptions of video 
résumés were shown, depending on applicants’ ethnicity, language proficiency, cognitive ability, 
and extraversion. 
The other three studies that we found in our search on Web of Science and in conference 
proceedings were on the equivalence, validity, and the possible discriminating nature of video 
résumés vis-à-vis paper résumés (Derous et al., 2012; Waung et al., 2012; Waung et al., 2010). 




Two of those three studies particularly focused on stigmatized applicants: Age and attractiveness 
were studied by Derous et al. (2012) and gender was studied by Waung et al. (2012).  
As regards equivalence, Waung et al. (2010) studied the effect of résumé format on 
candidate evaluation and résumé outcomes among a group of MBA students. When mock 
applicants (MBA students) were evaluated based on their video résumés, they were rated as less 
open, extraverted, physically attractive, socially skilled, and mentally capable, and more neurotic 
than when the same applicants were evaluated based on their paper résumés. Those who were 
rated as more socially skilled and more conscientious had a higher probability of positive résumé 
outcomes. Using two field experiments, Derous et al. (2012) also examined the equivalence of 
video versus paper résumés on applicants’ personality and job suitability ratings, as made by 
actual recruiters. They concluded that résumé type did not clearly affect applicant ratings. For 
instance, personality inferences from video résumés appeared as ( in) valid as those from paper 
résumés. As regards the possible discriminating nature of video résumés, applicants’ stigma (age, 
physical attractiveness) was also manipulated in the two field experiments by Derous and 
colleagues. The results showed that résumé type did moderate the effect of applicants’ stigma on 
personality and job suitability ratings, but that this depended on type of stigma.  
Waung and colleagues further investigated the role of gender in video résumé screening 
(Waung et al., 2012). This was done among students in a laboratory experiment in which 
applicant gender, and the frequency and intensity of self-promotion statements used in a video 
résumé were manipulated to examine their effects on applicant evaluation. In this way, 
differential effects of self-presentation tactics for men and women were hypothesized. It was 
found that gender role incongruence in the video résumé (i.e., a female using high levels of self-
promotion tactics. Or a male using low levels of self-promotion tactics) resulted in harsher 




ratings, especially for female applicants compared to male applicants. The female applicant in 
this study was evaluated more harshly on social skills, credentials, organizational fit, and résumé 
outcomes when she engaged in high intensity self-promotion compared to low intensity self-
promotion. The male applicant received lower organizational fit and credential ratings when he 
used lower intensity self-promotion. Notably, these effects were found only when evaluators 
were male.  
The six studies described in this paragraph provide an interesting first insight into the 
characteristics of video résumés from both the applicants’ and recruiters’ perspective. Building 
further on these findings, an agenda for future research is presented next. 
Agenda for Future Research: What we want to know about video résumés 
Although the screening of résumés is an ubiquitous procedure in the first selection stage 
of many hiring organizations, it has received less research attention compared to other selection 
instruments. This accounts especially for video résumé screening, which has hardly been 
researched at all. Suggestions for future research can therefore be made that build on the studies 
described in the previous paragraph. In addition, new areas of research on video résumé 
screening that were not yet addressed in existing studies can be identified. These topics include 
research on the validity, reliability, cost-effectiveness, ease of use of paper and video résumés. 
Furthermore, studies on the fairness of video résumés for a broader array of subgroups (e.g., 
disabled applicants) and issues regarding privacy and invasiveness deserve our research 
attention. Each of these topics will be dealt with here and suggestions for future research are be 
made. 
In the 1970s it was already estimated that over one billion résumés were screened each 
year in the United States. Résumés are usually the first medium through which information is 




exchanged between the applicant and the hiring organization. The suggestion has been made that 
biographical information deduced from paper résumés, such as education and work experiences, 
can be used to draw inferences about underlying attributes, such as personality and intelligence 
(Brown & Campion, 1994; Levine & Flory, 1975). However, the validity in terms of accuracy 
and added value of this practice compared to other selection instruments is debatable (Cole, 
Feild, Giles, & Harris, 2009; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), as was also shown in the experiments by 
Derous et al. (2012). Despite this, résumés are still among the most widely used and best 
accepted instruments to screen applicants (Anderson, Salgado, & Hulsheger, 2010; Piotrowski & 
Armstrong, 2006). Although some cultural differences have been reported regarding selection 
practices (e.g., Huo, Huang, & Napier, 2002; Ryan, McFarland, Baron, & Pager, 1999), selection 
in many countries follows a fairly similar pattern, starting with résumés as a form of pre-
screening.  
Even less is known about the psychometric properties of video résumés. As with pre-
employment screening through social media (e.g., Stoughton et al., 2014), practitioners often 
introduce and use new selection tools that are not yet thoroughly investigated by scientist (like 
the use of social media for recruitment purposes; Roth et al., 2013) or that rather appear to be 
invalid (like the use of unstructured job interviews for selection purposes; Levanshina et al., 
2013). Studies on reasons for this science-practitioner gap are scarce (König, Joeri & Knuesel, 
2011). An interesting exception is a study by König, Klehe, Berchtold, and Kleinmann (2010) 
among 506 HR professionals. Reasons to adopt selection procedures were assessed by these 
authors, and the main driver’s for choice of selection instruments were applicant perceptions, 
costs, and diffusion in the field of the selection instrument. Though the predictive validity of 
selection instruments was deemed important, it only played a modest role in the actual adoption 




of a selection procedure, as was organizational self-promotion (i.e., using the selection situation 
to promote one’s organization), and perceived legality. Future research may therefore focus on 
the validity and measurement equivalence of video résumés compared to other commonly used 
selection instruments. As regards measurement equivalence, video résumés may be too narrow a 
term, because the instrument does not necessarily imply a literal translation of the paper version 
to a video version, as is the case with some computerized tests. As was shown in this chapter, 
characteristics of the interview can be found in the video résumé. Additionally, characteristics of 
the paper résumé, work sample test, and letters of motivation are also identifiable in the video 
résumé.  
As argued earlier, the reliability and validity of the video résumé can probably be 
improved in the same way as the reliability and validity of the interview and other selection tools 
(like the assessment center) can be improved, namely through various way of structuration of the 
content and the raters’ evaluation of the applicant (Campion et al., 1997). Even more so, some 
factors that can reduce the reliability and validity from interviews, namely unplanned prompting 
and taking questions from the candidate, are absent in video résumés (Campion et al., 1997), 
thereby reducing pitfalls associated with real-time interaction.  
There is a fair amount of research on the validity of personality and cognitive ability 
impressions based on interviews (Macan, 2009) and some evidence of impression formation 
based on paper résumés (Brown & Campion, 1994; Cole et al., 2009). A video résumé that is 
created according to the construct requirements of the hiring organization may approach the 
validity of structured interviews to assess personality, in less time and with more opportunities 
for multiple raters to review the content (i.e., no real-time panel is needed and all materials 
remain available online for evaluation per default). Furthermore, research has shown that 




interviews are stressors and applicant anxiety can impair the validity of interview ratings 
(Macan, 2009; McCarthy & Goffin, 2004). Applicant training and coaching can improve the 
applicants’ performance and thereby improve the validity of the interview. The good thing about 
video résumés is that both anxiety and training can be controlled. If an applicant knows his/her 
strong points and knows how to present them (i.e., the desired result of applicant training and 
coaching), without the anxiety that is associated to the typical selection situation, it can be 
implied that video résumés actually may allow for a more accurate person evaluation than the 
traditional face-to-face interview. Of course, these implications need to be tested using a rigorous 
construct-oriented approach. 
As regards the cost effectiveness and ease of use, some practitioners mention that it may 
be very time-consuming to screen video résumé, especially when compared to paper résumés. 
We are not aware of automated coding software, as is the case for paper résumés. Hence, further 
research is needed on this issue. On the other hand, if video résumé screening ensures more 
effective selection in the first round (i.e., improved predictive validity), it’s use may be more 
cost-effective in terms of reduced interview time. Of the participants from the survey on video 
résumé use in the Netherlands (Hiemstra, 2013), about 43 percent thought that the use of video 
résumés could actually speed up the selection process. For instance, video résumés would allow 
to quickly assess the representativeness of the applicant before inviting him or her to the job 
interview. One HR manager that used video résumés in the selection procedure stated that he 
preferred spending a few more minutes on screening video résumés, in order not to invite ‘ false 
positives’ to the interview based on screening paper résumés only. Cost effectiveness probably 
also depends on the size of the applicant pool and the selection ratio. We hypothesize a 
curvilinear effect here. That is, when the applicant pool is small and the selection ratio is high, 




most applicants will be invited for an interview, thereby limiting the added value of a video 
résumé in addition to the traditional paper résumé. The tradeoff may be better when the selection 
ratio is low and the number of applicants is higher but still manageable. Recruitment campaigns 
that result in thousands of applicants, on the other hand, may be more effective when using 
automated screening of the paper résumé in the first phase. The video résumés of those selected 
based on the automatic screening can then be viewed. In this way, the paper résumé is the first 
hurdle and the video résumé the second hurdle in the pre-screening of applicants because 
viewing all individual video résumés in the first place may not be cost effective. Cost 
effectiveness may also be higher in global recruitment, when opportunities for face-to-face 
interactions are limited due to time and distance. Future research may address these claims. 
Caution is warranted though, because the above claims on cost effectiveness are based on adding 
video résumés to current, mainstream selection practices (i.e., starting the procedure with résumé 
screening). The practice of résumé screening itself, in terms of predictive validity, is despite its 
widespread use still debatable compared to other selection instruments, such as cognitive ability 
tests. 
The ease of use of multimedia in selection has increased drastically the past few years, 
for both recruiters and applicants. Technological developments and software allow for web-
based interviews, as well as video résumé creation, sending and online hosting. As for the 
applicants, they may find it more convenient and up-to-date to use a video based application 
instead of, or in addition to, a paper based application (i.e., application form, paper résumé, 
motivational letter). End user software and webcams are now readily available to all users of 
internet, making the creation and sending of a video résumé accessible to most applicants. Some 
authors warn for an increased ‘ digital divide’ (Roth et al., 2013), pointing out the trend of less 




computer/Internet access for Blacks and Hispanics, and the trend for lack of use of social media 
by older individuals. This may raise possible differences between various groups on the basis of 
possibilities and ability (or interest) to create and send an online video message. Thus, the ease of 
use may differ per subgroup of applicants, which also taps into fairness issues. 
As regards fairness and justice, future research could build on the studies that were 
already published to be able to disentangle the influence of the format (e.g., a highly structured, 
predefined format with content requirements vs. an unstructured format in which the content is 
determined by the applicant), the medium (paper vs. video vs. interview), and individual 
differences (e.g., educational level, ethnicity, personality) on applicant and recruiter perceptions. 
The role of ethnicity, gender, attractiveness and age was considered in both lab and field 
experiments, yielding some mixed findings. More research is needed among actual applicants 
and actual recruiters. Moreover, the role of other stigma’s, such as religious attire, disabilities 
and disfigurements can be studied (e.g., Madera & Hebl, 2012). Another question is whether the 
results from the interview literature on the role that stigma play in recruiters’ judgments and 
decision making can be transferred to video résumés. As mentioned, video résumés and 
interviews share several characteristics, yet they are also distinct on several key features (e.g., 
synchronicity, duration, opportunities for impression management). The studies by Waung et al. 
and Derous et al., showed a differential effect for different kind of stigma that may be associated 
to the kind of stereotypes that are associated to the stigma. More research is needed to 
disentangle the influence of medium (video résumé / paper résumé / interview) and type of 
stigma on impression formation and hiring decision making. 
In addition to research on stigma and stereotypes as a source of judgmental bias, future 
research may also focus on impression formation and biases due to auditory factors in personnel 




selection. Auditory information covaries with visual information in both video résumés and 
interviews. Effects of auditory information on hiring decisions remained relatively under 
researched until now (Gluszek & Dovidio, 2010). Among these auditory factors are vocal cues 
like voice pitch (DeGroot & Motowidlo, 1999), recruiters’ language attitudes, and their relation 
with perceived accent understandability. These attitudes turned out to be related to job suitability 
ratings for interviews (De Groot & Kluemper, 2007; Purkiss, Perrewé, Gillespie, Mayes, & 
Ferris, 2006). Future research may also focus on contextual conditions under which it is 
beneficial to apply with a video résumé and/or a paper résumé. For example, differences in 
impression formation may occur for types of occupations for which different job qualifications 
are required (e.g., a marketing versus an administrative position), or for different job types (e.g., 
a back office versus front office position). 
Finally, with the emergence of video résumés and other internet-based technologies, 
issues arise on privacy (compared to paper résumés). An infamous example of privacy breach is 
the video résumé application of a student who applied with a video résumé but the content did 
not match the corporate standards of the hiring organization (De la Merced, 2006). An employee 
forwarded the application to other recruiters, who put it on the internet. The clip went viral and 
was parodied (Cera, 2006). The video résumé became famous, thereby making the applicant 
infamous. Thus, the increased social cue exchange in video résumés when compared to the 
‘paper person’ in paper résumés, the digital and asynchronous nature of video résumés, and the 
lack of standardization of video résumé requirements may result in higher invasiveness and 
privacy intrusions for video résumé applications compared to traditional written applications and 
to face-to-face interviews. This may have negative consequences for the applicant in a particular 
selection procedure, but also for his or her future applications as was the case with the student in 




the example, because the video résumé remained visible on the internet. Future research may 
focus on privacy issues in video résumé screening, and more broadly on the use of social media 
in selection (Roth et al., 2013).  
Conclusion  
In this chapter we have introduced the video résumé as a relatively new instrument that is 
being used for the early screening of job applicants. Though popular media coverage on video 
résumés is abundant, research on the topic is still scarce. Because the notion of ‘video résumé’ 
might still be unclear, we started this chapter with comparing video résumés to job interviews, 
being another widely used selection instrument.  
Like with any selection tool, video résumés have benefits and disadvantages too. We 
believe that video résumés may potentially be used for selection if the measurements intentions 
are clearly defined. Furthermore, video résumés can be considered when it is desirable to provide 
applicants a more personalized opportunity to apply, thereby appealing more to those with a 
weaker labor market position, as well as to more extraverted applicants. At the same time the 
workplace in Western countries is rapidly becoming more diverse and differential job access 
persists. Video résumés also have the potential to instigate discriminatory hiring practices, 
therefore caution is also warranted when using video résumés. The growing use of multimedia 
instruments for selection, such as video résumés, needs to continuously be scrutinized, in 
research and in the field, to ensure fair and accurate application and evaluation procedures. We 
hope this chapter adds to this goal.   
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Comparison of Two Selection Media: Video Résumé versus Job Interview  
Features of both Media Video résumé Job interview 
Content Type of information that is exchanged Background information and 
KSAOs: past-oriented (e.g., 
biographic information) and 
present-oriented (e.g., 
demonstrating skills) 
Background information  and 
KSAOs: past-oriented (e.g., 
biodata; behavior description 
interview), present-oriented (e.g., 
skills demonstrated in the interview 
like in performance interviews), 
and future oriented (e.g., 
situational and hypothetical 
questions) 
Format Format characteristics including the 
communication code (verbal vs. non-
verbal), the administration duration, 
the number of actors involved, the 
direction of communication (one-way 
vs. two-way) the degree of surveillance 
(actual security/invasiveness) 
Spoken résumés that include both 
verbal and non-verbal 
information; short duration 
(typically less than 2 minutes), 
only one actor (applicant) 
involved, surveillance can vary 
from very low to high 
Verbal and non-verbal 
communication, with varying 
duration from short till very long, 
two or more actors involved (one 
applicant and one of more 
recruiters), and typically high 
surveillance  
Standardization Degree of standardization, i.e., whether 
standardized procedures are 
maintained or not across all applicants 
Standardization fluctuates 
depending on the recruiters’ 
policy (e.g., whether they request 
Typically, interviews are 
standardized across applicants (not 
necessarily across procedures) 




and tests all applicants to send-in a video 
résumé or not) 
Structuration Degree of structuration, i.e., whether 
the tool is tailored to fit the work to be 
done, by whom structuration takes 
place, and whether a scoring protocol is 
used  
Mostly structured by the 
applicant, but can also be 
structured by the recruiter. The 
video résumé can be tailored to fit 
the work to be done in several 
degrees. The video résumé can be 
scored according to a protocol. 
Mostly structured by the recruiter 
(structured). The interview 
structure (including rating scales) 
varies widely from individualized 
structured interviews till 
comprehensive structured 
interviews.  
Administration medium Whether the information carrier is 
analogue or digital in nature 
Digital (i.e., web-based) Analogue (e.g., face-to-face 
interviews) and  digital (e.g., web-
based interviewing and 
videoconference interviews) 
Interactivity The extent to which the tool allows 
for reciprocal information exchange 
(i.e., turn taking) and relatedly 
whether the information exchange is 
asynchronous or synchronous in 
nature 
One-way directed, a-synchronous Two-way directed, synchronous 
 
 
